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Theatre Arts – PEER OBSERVATIONS of TEACHING - guidelines

By Oregon state law, untenured faculty should have one peer teaching review every year for the final three years leading to the tenure-case year.  Associate professors should have one review every other year after tenure and promotion.  As our faculty often are required to teach both in lecture format and in specialized studio areas, Theatre Arts will commit to two peer teaching reviews every year after the first year for all untenured faculty, and one peer teaching review every other year for tenured faculty promoted to associate. As a general rule, one review per year should be of a required course in the major and the second review should cover a specialized course in studio or seminar.

Instructors in consultation with the department head will select which courses come under review each year.  In the case of recommendations for remedial improvement in a given review, that same course should be reviewed a second time one or two years later, to report on adjustments made. 

In addition, untenured faculty may elect to ask the Department Head or designated senior faculty to interview students in the classroom following guidelines detailed after Observation Procedures below.
Observation of Teaching - Procedures

Peer reviews should involve two or more visitations to the instructor’s classroom for the entirety of the scheduled class meeting.  Prior to each visitation, reviewers should schedule a pre-observation meeting to learn from the instructor her goals for that day – contextualizing the lecture or lesson not just in terms of the syllabus but also in terms of the instructor’s personal/professional goals                      in the field.  After the two observations dates, there must be a follow-up meeting for the reviewer to offer, based on the faculty member’s interests and requests, advice for improvement or areas for potential change and support for observed success.  

The peer reviewer must then compose a report, with syllabus attached, that introduces the course in relationship to the instructor’s ongoing research interests and the needs of graduate or undergraduate programs (ie, is the course a major requirement?  A graduate seminar?), followed by observations from the classroom which should attempt to cover most of the following questions in these five categories:

(The following is excerpted from CTL: Publications, http://ctl.unc.edu/fyc15.html)

Structure and Goals

Does the instructor’s presentation show clear signs of planning and organization?

Are the various instructional elements (lecture, blackboard material, handouts) effectively integrated?  Is the class time used efficiently?  Is the material presented effectively?  Does the instructor respond appropriately to unanticipated situations?

Teaching Behaviors

Does the instructor maintain sufficient eye contact with students?  Is the oral delivery too rapid, too slow, too monotone?  Does the instructor exhibit distracting mannerisms?  Is the language used understandable to students?  Is the instructor active enough?  Too active?

Instructor-Student Rapport
Does the instructor demonstrate fair and equitable concern for all students?  Do the students seem receptive to the instructor’s ideas?  Are student questions answered clearly and simply?  Is the instructor sarcastic to students?  How would you describe the general relationship between instructor and students?

Subject Matter and Instruction

Does the instructor demonstrate adequate knowledge of the subject?  Is the instructor up to date in the discipline?  Are the transitions between topics effective?  Is the course material presented in a lively and interesting style?

Is the material appropriate for the course and student level?  Are the students generally attentive?  Does the instructor demonstrate enthusiasm for the subject?

For teaching?

General
Do you believe you can properly judge the teaching-learning process in the classroom visited?  Would you recommend this instructor to students advised by you?  Why or why not?  What specific changes are needed to strengthen teaching performance?  How would rate this instructor against others teaching similar courses in the department?

(General questions quoted from P. Seldin, Changing Practices in Faculty Evaluation, p. 144, San Francisco, Jossey-Bass, 1984.) 

Observation of Teaching – Report

Peer reviewers should, in their discussions with instructors and especially in writing their reports, avoid two rhetorical traps:  that of summative advocacy (“The professor then brilliantly concluded his lecture with astonishing grace, humor and wisdom, with characteristic humility and considerable eloquence.”) or summative neutrality (“The professor arrived 2 minutes prior to the class meeting and arranged his papers on the table nearest the DVD player at the southwest corner of the room, answering questions from 3 students in succession just before class was to begin.”)

Peer review reports on teaching must engage the following:

1.  Course context in the major and the instructor’s overall teaching area

2.  Course subject matter as it relates to the instructor’s scholarship and/or

     artistic work

3.  Analysis of syllabus and other course materials relevant to the two or more

     dates of classroom observation

4.  Classroom observations

5.  General evaluative recommendations

The Peer review report should then be copied and signed – one copy for the instructor’s own records and one copy for the department head’s review and filing for tenure case.

Additional Materials to be considered for Tenure cases, related to teaching

Solicited letters from students

Graduate letters solicited for Third Year post-tenure reviews only

Letters from colleagues outside the department in regards to guest-teaching, on-campus lectures, workshops, etc.

Classroom Interviews
As an augmentation of the peer review report, untenured faculty may request the department head or designated senior professor to interview students in the classroom and report on their consensus.  To avoid individualized student commentary, interviews should be conducted by grouping students in groups of three to five.  The following questions are asked by the interviewer, discussed by the group, and then reported from each group as a consensus on the question, with some discussion between interviewer and groups.  The interviewer should be careful to report the balances and differences with every group response to each question.  The interview should take no more than 30 minutes of classtime, and, again, should only be conducted as augmentation of regular peer reviews by express request of the instructor.

Questions:

1.  What does your group understand to be the main learning objectives 

      of this course?

2.  How does the instructor support and challenge you to pursue these

     learning objectives?

3.  In addition to the stated learning objectives of this course, what else are you 

     learning?

4.  What three words would your group agree to offer as descriptive of

     the instructor’s overall teaching style or behavior in class?

5.  What three words would your group agree to offer as descriptive of

     the instructor’s overall level of organization, structuring of lessons or

     lectures, clarification of questions?

6.  Identify the one thing your group would recommend the instructor

     continue to do within this course or teaching in general, AND 

     one thing your group would recommend the instructor

     could improve, either in communication style or in structuring the course.

